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Executive Summary 

NAEP is a sample-based survey assessment that provides 
periodic reports on student academic performance at 
the national and state levels. The Trial Urban District 
Assessment (TUDA), a special project in NAEP, began 
assessing performance in selected large urban districts in 
2002 with reading and writing assessments, and contin- 
ued in 2003 and 2005 with reading and mathematics 
assessments. Eleven large urban school districts partici- 
pated in 2005, with Austin participating for the first time. 
This report provides the 2005 NAEP mathematics results 
for the participating districts. The report compares results 
to public school students’ performance in the nation and 
in large central cities, and to results for the previous math- 
ematics assessment in 2003, where applicable, using a 
.05 significance level. 

Mathematics Results for Grade 4 

In 2005, public school students in Austin and Charlotte 
had higher average scale scores than students nationally; 
average scores in the other districts were lower than the 
national average. Compared with students in large cen- 
tral city public schools nationwide, students in Austin, 
Charlotte, Houston, New York City, and San Diego had 
higher average scores and higher percentages perform- 
ing at or above Basic. Boston had higher percentages at 
or above Basic. Students in Austin, Charlotte, and San 
Diego had higher percentages performing at or above 
Proficient. Atlanta, Chicago, Cleveland, the District of 
Columbia, and Los Angeles had lower average scores and 
lower percentages performing at or above Basic and at or 
above Proficient. 

Compared to students of the same race/ethnicity 
in large central city schools, Black students in Austin, 
Boston, Charlotte, Houston, and New York City had 
higher average scores and higher percentages performing 
at or above Basic. Black students in Chicago, the District 
of Columbia, and Los Angeles had lower average scores 
and lower percentages performing at or above Basic. 
Hispanic students in Austin, Charlotte, Houston, and 
New York City had higher average scores and higher per- 
centages performing at or above Basic. Hispanic students 
in Chicago, the District of Columbia, and Los Angeles 
had lower average scores and lower percentages perform- 
ing at or above Basic. 

Between 2003 and 2005, both the average scores and 
the percentages performing at or above Basic increased 



in Atlanta, Boston, Cleveland, the District of Columbia, 
Houston, Los Angeles, New York City, and San Diego. 
The same districts, except for Atlanta and Cleveland, also 
showed increases in the percentage of students perform- 
ing at or above Proficient between 2003 and 2005. 

Mathematics Results for Grade 8 

In 2005, average scores for students in Austin and 
Charlotte were higher than the average score for public 
school students in the nation, with average scores in the 
other districts lower. Compared with students in large 
central cities, students in Austin, Boston, Charlotte, and 
San Diego had higher average scores and higher per- 
centages performing at or above Basic. Austin, Boston, 
and Charlotte also had higher percentages of students 
performing at or above Proficient. Houston had a higher 
percentage at or above Basic , but a lower percentage at or 
above Proficient. Students in Atlanta, Chicago, Cleveland, 
the District of Columbia, and Los Angeles had lower 
average scores and lower percentages performing at or 
above Basic and at or above Proficient. 



Compared to stu- 
dents of the same 
race/ethnicity in large 
central city schools, 

Black students in 
Austin, Boston, 

Charlotte, Houston, 
and New York City 
had higher average 
scores and higher per- 
centages at or above 
Basic. Black students 
in Atlanta, Chicago, 

Cleveland, and the 

District of Columbia had lower average scores and lower 
percentages performing at or above Basic. Black stu- 
dents in Los Angeles had lower average scores. Hispanic 
students in Austin, Chicago, and Houston had higher 
average scores and higher percentages performing at or 
above Basic than their large central city peers. Hispanic 
students in Los Angeles had lower average scores and 
lower percentages performing at or above Basic. 



At grade 4, between 
2003 and 2005, aver- 
age scores improved 
in 8 of the 10 districts 
that participated in both 
years. At grade 8, during 
the same period, average 
scores improved in 4 of 
the 10 districts. 



Between 2003 and 2005, the average scores and the 
percentages of students performing at or above Basic and 
at or above Proficient increased in Boston, Houston, Los 
Angeles, and San Diego. 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
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Introduction and Overall Performance: Grades 4 and 8 



In 2005, ten urban school districts par- 
ticipated in the TUDA in mathematics 
at grades 4 and 8. The participating cities 
were Atlanta, Austin, Boston, Charlotte, 
Chicago, Cleveland, Houston, Los 
Angeles, New York City, and San Diego. 
(See the Technical Notes section for the 
full names of the school districts.) Austin 
participated for the first time in 2005. 
Results for District of Columbia public 
school students, normally included along 
wi tli NAEP’s state assessment results, are 
also reported. The results for these dis- 
tricts are for public school students only. 

In this report, NAEP results are present- 
ed in two ways: as average scale scores and 
as the percentage of students performing 
at or above three standards called achieve- 
ment levels. NAEP mathematics scores are 
reported for grades 4 and 8 on a 0-500 
scale. Separate scales are created for other 
subjects, so even when a subject’s scale has 
the same numerical range (0-500), aver- 
age scores should not be compared across 
subjects. 

Achievement levels are performance 
standards set by NAGB in a national 
process based on recommendations from 
panels of educators and members of the 
public. These performance standards 
indicate what students should know and 
be able to do in school subjects. The 
standards define basic, proficient, and 
advanced performance, providing a con- 
text for interpreting student results. 

Urban district results are compared with 
results for public school students in the 



nation and in large central cities (popula- 
tion of 250,000 or more). As shown in 
figure 1 , average scores for large central 
cities are lower than average scores for the 
nation. In many cases, students in partici- 
pating urban districts also scored lower, 
on average, than those in the nation. In 
2005, grade 4 students in Austin and 
Charlotte had higher average scores than 
those in the nation, and all other districts 
had lower average scores. At grade 8, stu- 
dents in Austin and Charlotte also had 
higher average scores than students in the 
nation. The average scores in all other dis- 
tricts were lower than the nations average 
score. 

The focus of the “Key Findings” boxes 
throughout the report is on compar- 
ing students in urban districts and large 
central city schools, because these schools 
represent a peer group, and are a more 
appropriate comparison than the nation 
as a whole for these urban districts. 

Overall performance results for dis- 
tricts can be seen in figure 1 ; apparent 
differences between districts may not be 
statistically significant (at the .05 level). 
Note that the differences marked can 
indicate either higher or lower scores or 
percentages for the district. Figures A-l to 
A-4 in the appendix display the statistical- 
ly significant differences in performance 
among the districts. The rates of exclusion 
of students with disabilities and English 
language learners vary across districts 
and could affect comparisons of district 
performance. These rates are displayed in 
tables A-2 and A-3 in the appendix. 



NAEP Achievement Levels 

The three NAEP achievement levels, from lowest to highest, are 

Basic — denotes partial mastery of the knowledge and skills that are fundamental 

for proficient work at a given grade. 

Proficient — represents solid academic performance. Students reaching this level 
have demonstrated competency over challenging subject matter. 

Advanced — signifies superior performance. 

See pages 16 and 20 for brief descriptions of the achievement levels for math- 
ematics. Detailed descriptions of the NAEP achievement levels for each subject can 
be found on the NAGB website ( http://www.nagb.org/pubs/pubs.html ). 




0 KEY FINDINGS 

GRADE 4 



► Compared with student 
performance in large central 
city schools... 



students in Austin, Charlotte, 
Houston, New York City, and 
San Diego had higher average 
scores and higher percentages 
performing at or above Basic. 



Austin, Charlotte, and San 
Diego had higher percentages 
performing at or above 
Proficient. 



Boston had a higher percentage 
of students performing at or 
above Basic. 



students in Atlanta, Chicago, 
Cleveland, the District of 
Columbia, and Los Angeles had 
lower average scores and lower 
percentages performing at or 
above Basic and at or above 
Proficient. 



GRADE 8 



► Compared with student 
performance in large central 
city schools... 

students in Austin, Boston, 
Charlotte, and San Diego had 
higher average scores and 
higher percentages performing 
at or above Basic. 

Austin, Boston, and Charlotte 
had higher percentages 
performing at or above 
Proficient. 

Houston had a higher percent- 
age of students performing 
at or above Basic, but a 
lower percentage at or above 
Proficient. 



students in Atlanta, Chicago, 
Cleveland, the District of 
Columbia, and Los Angeles had 
lower average scores and lower 
percentages performing at or 
above Basic and at or above 
Proficient. 
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Figure 1. Average mathematics scale scores and percentage of students within each achievement level, grades 4 and 8 public 
schools: By urban district, 2005 



Grade 4 

District 
Nation 
Large central city 

Charlotte 
Austin 
Houston 
San Diego 
New York City 
Boston 
Atlanta 
Los Angeles 
Cleveland 
Chicago 
District of Columbia 



Average 

score 



237* 
228** 
244* ** 
242 * ** 
233*,** 
232*,** 
231*,** 
229** 
221 * ** 
220 * ** 
220 * ** 
216*,** 
211 * ** 




District 

Nation 

Large central city 

Charlotte 

Austin 

Houston 

San Diego 

New York City 

Boston 

Atlanta 

Los Angeles 

Cleveland 

Chicago 

District of Columbii 



100 90 80 



70 60 50 40 30 

Percentage below Basic 



20 10 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

Percentage at Basic, Proficient, and 
Advanced 



Grade 8 



District 
Nation 
Large central city 

Austin 
Charlotte 
San Diego 
Boston 
Houston 
New York City 
Chicago 
Los Angeles 
Cleveland 
District of Columbia 
Atlanta 



Average 
score 
278* 
265** 
281*,** 
281*,** 
270* ** 
270* ** 
267** 
267** 
258*,** 
250*,** 

249 * ** 

245* ** 
245* ** 




District 

Nation 

Large central city 

Austin 
Charlotte 
San Diego 
Boston 
Houston 
New York City 
Chicago 
Los Angeles 
Cleveland 

District of Columbia 
Atlanta 



100 90 80 



70 60 50 40 30 

Percentage below Basic 



20 10 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

Percentage at Basic, Proficient, and 
Advanced 



#The estimate rounds to zero. 

* Average score significantly different from large central city public schools. 

** Average score significantly different from nation (public schools). 

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. The shaded bars are graphed using unrounded numbers. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2005 Trial Urban District 
Mathematics Assessment. 



A Note on Achievement Levels 

As provided by law, the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), upon review of congressionally mandated 
evaluations of NAEP has determined that achievement levels are to be used on a trial basis and should be inter- 
preted with caution. However, NCES and NAGB have affirmed the usefulness of these performance standards for un- 
derstanding trends in achievement. NAEP achievement levels have been widely used by national and state officials. 
Information about what students at each grade level should know and be able to do at each achievement level is 
provided in the “Framework and Sample Questions” section. 



INTRODUCTION AND 
OVERALL PERFORMANCE 
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Student Group Results 

District Mathematics Results by 
Race/ Ethnicity: Grade 4 

NAEP obtains information on a student’s 
race/ethnicity from school rosters and 
reports it as one of six categories: White, 
Black, Hispanic, Asian/Pacific Islander, 
American Indian/Alaska Native, and 
Unclassified. Black includes African 
American, Hispanic includes Latino, and 
Pacific Islander includes Native Hawaiian. 
Race categories exclude Hispanic origin 
unless specified. If the school roster was 
left blank for a student, student-reported 
race/ethnicity was used. 

Table 1 shows the percentages of 
students in grade 4 in each of the partici- 
pating districts for 2005 by race/ethnicity. 
In each of the urban districts assessed, 
Black students and/or Hispanic students 
constituted the majority in grade 4. For 
the 2005 national assessment in public 
schools, White students constituted a 
majority — 57 percent of the grade 4 
sample. 



Table 2 shows the average scale scores 
and the percentages of students per- 
forming below Basic, at or above Basic, 
and at or above Proficient in 2005 for 
White, Black, Hispanic, and Asian/Pacific 
Islander students in grade 4. Performance 
results are not presented for American 
Indian/Alaska Native and Unclassified 
categories because of small sample sizes. 
Districts are rank-ordered by average scale 
score within each racial/ethnic category. 
Asterisks in the table mark statistically 
significant differences between results for 
students in the urban districts and their 
counterparts in the nation and in large 
central cities. Information on average 
score gaps between White and Black stu- 
dents and between White and Hispanic 
students for each district, for 2005 and 
previous assessments, can be found in 
figure A- 5 in the appendix. For more 
information on results by race/ethnicity, 
visit http : //nces. ed . gov/ nationsreportcard/ 
naepdata . 



Table 1. Percentage of students by race/ethnicity in mathematics, grade 4 public schools: 
By urban district, 2005 



District 


White 


Black 


Hispanic 


Asian/Pacific 

Islander 


American 

Indian/Alaska 

Native 


Unclassified 1 


Nation 


57 


17 


20 


4 


1 


1 


Large central city 


21 


32 


39 


6 


1 


1 


Atlanta 


11 


84 


3 


1 


# 


1 


Austin 


28 


14 


55 


3 


# 


# 


Boston 


13 


45 


32 


9 


# 


# 


Charlotte 


41 


40 


11 


5 


# 


3 


Chicago 


8 


47 


42 


3 


# 


# 


Cleveland 


20 


70 


7 


1 


# 


3 


District of Columbia 


4 


86 


8 


1 


# 


# 


Houston 


10 


28 


59 


3 


# 


# 


Los Angeles 


10 


10 


74 


6 


# 


# 


New York City 


14 


35 


39 


12 


# 


# 


San Diego 


23 


14 


44 


17 


1 


# 



#The estimate rounds to zero. 

1 “Unclassified” students are those whose school-reported race/ ethnicity was “other” or “unavailable,” or was missing, and whose race/ ethnicity 
category could not be determined from self-reported information. 

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2005 Trial Urban District Mathematics Assessment. 




0 KEY FINDINGS 

GRADE 4 



► Compared to students of the 
same race/ethnicity in large 
central city schools... 



Black students in Austin, 
Boston, Charlotte, Houston, 
and New York City had higher 
average scores and higher 
percentages performing at or 
above Basic. 



Black students in Chicago, the 
District of Columbia, and Los 
Angeles had lower average 
scores and lower percentages 
performing at or above Basic. 

Hispanic students in Austin, 
Charlotte, Houston, and New 
York City had higher average 
scores and higher percentages 
performing at or above Basic. 



Hispanic students in Chicago, 
the District of Columbia, 
and Los Angeles had lower 
average scores and lower 
percentages performing at or 
above Basic. 



Asian/Pacific Islander 
students in Boston, Charlotte, 
and New York City had higher 
average scores. 

Asian/Pacific Islander 
students in Boston and 
New York City had higher 
percentages performing at or 
above Basic. 
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Table 2. Average scale scores and achievement-level results in mathematics, by race/ethnicity, grade 4 public schools: By urban 
district, 2005 





White 




Black 




Percentage of students 




Percentage of students 




Average 




At or 


At or 




Average 




At or 


At or 




scale 


Below 


above 


above 




scale 


Below 


above 


above 


District 


score 


Basic 


Basic Proficient 


District 


score 


Basic 


Basic Proficient 


Nation 


246 


11 


89 


47* 


Nation 


220 * 


40* 


60* 


13* 


Large central city 


247 


12 


88 


50** 


Large central city 


217** 


45** 


55** 


11 ** 


District of Columbia 


266* ** 


1 


99 


7g* ** 


Charlotte 


230*,** 


26* * * 


74 * ** 


2 i* ** 


Atlanta 


263* ** 


4 * ** 


g 6 * * * 


72* ** 


Austin 


228* ** 


26* * * 


74 * ** 


18 


Austin 


262* ** 


1 * ** 


gg* * * 


76* ** 


Houston 


224* 


33 * ** 


67* ** 


14 


Houston 


262* ** 


3* * * 


gy* ** 


73 * ** 


Boston 


223*,** 


35* 


65* 


13 


Charlotte 


261* ** 


3* * * 


g 7 * ** 


7Q* ** 


New York City 


222 * 


37* 


63* 


14 


San Diego 


249 


6 * * * 


g4* ** 


50 


San Diego 


221 


40 


60 


15 


Los Angeles 


247 


13 


87 


49 


Atlanta 


215** 


49** 


51** 


g** 


New York City 


245 


13 


87 


46 


Cleveland 


215** 


48** 


52** 


8 ** 


Boston 


244 


12 


88 


43 


Los Angeles 


209*,** 


58*,** 


42* ** 


9 


Chicago 


243 


12 


88 


43 


Chicago 


208* ** 


59* ** 


41* ** 


6 * * * 


Cleveland 


233* ** 


19 


81 


26* ** 


District of Columbia 


207 * ** 


59* ** 


41* ** 


6 * ** 




Hispanic 




Asian/Pacific Islander 




Percentage of students 




Percentage of students 




Average 




At or 


At or 




Average 




At or 


At or 




scale 


Below 


above 


above 




scale 


Below 


above 


above 


District 


score 


Basic 


Basic Proficient 


District 


score 


Basic 


Basic Proficient 


Nation 


225"' 


33* 


67* 


19* 


Nation 


251* 


11 


89 


54* 


Large central city 


223** 


36** 


64** 


17** 


Large central city 


247** 


13 


87 


4g** 


Austin 


234 * ** 


2 Q* ** 


gQ* * * 


27 * ** 


Boston 


256* 


2 * ** 


gg* * * 


65* 


Charlotte 


234 * ** 


ig* ** 


gl* ** 


27 


Charlotte 


256* 


4 


96 


62 


Houston 


232 * ** 


22 * * * 


7g* ** 


23* 


New York City 


253* 


8 * 


92* 


60* 


New York City 


226* 


30* 


70* 


18 


Los Angeles 


246 


12 


88 


45 


Boston 


225 


30 


70 


14 


San Diego 


245** 


13 


87 


46 


Cleveland 


224 


32 


68 


18 


Atlanta 


t 


t 


t 


t 


San Diego 


222 ** 


37** 


63** 


16 


Austin 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Chicago 


2 17* ** 


46* ** 


55*,** 


13 


Chicago 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Los Angeles 


2 i 6 * ** 


47 * ** 


53* ** 


13* ** 


Cleveland 


t 


t 


t 


t 


District of Columbia 


2 ^ 5 * ** 


4g* ** 


6 i* ** 


11 * ** 


District of Columbia 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Atlanta 


* 


t 


i 


t 


Houston 


t 


t 


t 


t 



t Reporting standards not met. 

* Significantly different from large central city public schools. 

** Significantly different from nation (public schools). 

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Results are not shown for students whose race/ethnicity was “American Indian/Alaska Native” or “unclassified.” 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2005 Trial Urban District 
Mathematics Assessment. 



STUDENT GROUP 
RESULTS 
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District Mathematics Results by Race/Ethnicity: Grade 8 



Table 3, similar to table 1, shows the 
percentages of students in grade 8 by 
race/ethnicity for each of the participat- 
ing districts. In each of the urban districts 
assessed, Black students and/or Hispanic 
students constituted the majority in grade 
8. For the 2005 national assessment in 
public schools, White students consti- 
tuted a majority — 60 percent of the grade 
8 sample. Table 4 displays the average 
scores and percentages performing below 
Basic , at or above Basic , and at or above 



Proficient in 2005 for the same racial/eth- 
nic groups as in table 2. The districts are 
rank-ordered by average scale score within 
each racial/ethnic category. 

Information on average score gaps 
between White and Black students and 
between White and Hispanic students for 
each district, for 2005 and previous assess- 
ments, can be found in figure A-6 in the 
appendix. 



Table 3. Percentage of students by race/ethnicity in mathematics, grade 8 public schools: 
By urban district, 2005 



District 


White 


Black 


Hispanic 


Asian/Pacific 

Islander 


American 

Indian/Alaska 

Native 


Unclassified 1 


Nation 


60 


17 


17 


5 


1 


1 


Large central city 


24 


32 


36 


8 


1 


1 


Atlanta 


5 


93 


2 


# 


# 


# 


Austin 


33 


13 


51 


3 


# 


# 


Boston 


16 


45 


28 


11 


# 


1 


Charlotte 


38 


48 


9 


4 


1 


1 


Chicago 


12 


45 


38 


4 


# 


# 


Cleveland 


18 


70 


10 


1 


# 


1 


District of Columbia 


4 


88 


7 


1 


# 


# 


Houston 


10 


28 


58 


4 


# 


# 


Los Angeles 


9 


13 


72 


6 


# 


# 


New York City 


15 


35 


38 


13 


# 


# 


San Diego 


26 


15 


41 


17 


1 


# 



#The estimate rounds to zero. 

1 “Unclassified” students are those whose school-reported race/ ethnicity was “other” or “unavailable,” or was missing, and whose race/ ethnicity 
category could not be determined from self-reported information. 

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2005 Trial Urban District Mathematics Assessment. 




0 KEY FINDINGS 

GRADE 8 



► Compared to students of the 
same race/ethnicity in large 
central city schools... 



Black students in Austin, 
Boston, Charlotte, Houston, 
and New York City had higher 
average scores and higher 
percentages performing at or 
above Basic. 



Black students in Atlanta, 
Chicago, Cleveland, and the 
District of Columbia had lower 
average scores and lower 
percentages performing at or 
above Basic. 



Black students in Los Angeles 
had lower average scores. 

Hispanic students in Austin, 
Chicago, and Houston 
had higher average scores 
and higher percentages 
performing at or above Basic. 

Hispanic students in Los 
Angeles had a lower average 
score and a lower percentage 
performing at or above Basic. 



Asian/Pacific Islander 
students in Boston had a 
higher average score and a 
higher percentage performing 
at or above Basic. 
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Table 4. Average scale scores and achievement-level results in mathematics, by race/ethnicity, grade 8 public schools: By urban 



district, 2005 





White 




Black 




Percentage of students 




Percentage of students 




Average 




At or 


At or 




Average 




At or 




At or 




scale 


Below 


above 


above 




scale 


Below 


above 




above 


District 


score 


Basic 


Basic Proficient 


District 


score 


Basic 


Basic 


Proficient 


Nation 


288 


21 


79 


37 


Nation 


254* 


59* 


41* 




8 * 


Large central city 


288 


22 


78 


39 


Large central city 


250** 


64** 


36** 




7** 


District of Columbia 


317* ** 


g* * * 


g4* * * 


0 g* * * 


Charlotte 


264*,** 


40* ** 


54 * ** 




14* ** 


Austin 


305*,** 


IQ* ** 


gQ* * * 


01 * ** 


Austin 


262* 


48* 


52* 




12 


Charlotte 


304*,** 


IQ* ** 


gQ* * * 


0 Q * * * 


Houston 


257* 


53* 


47* 




7 


Boston 


299 * ** 


17 


83 


54 * ** 


New York City 


257* 


56* 


44* 




10 


Houston 


294 


15 


85 


50 


Boston 


256* 


55* 


45* 




9 


San Diego 


292 


17 


83 


42 


San Diego 


253 


60 


40 




8 


New York City 


286 


23 


77 


38 


Chicago 


245* ** 


72* ** 


20 * * * 




3* * * 


Chicago 


281 


29 


71 


33 


Cleveland 


244 * ** 


71* ** 


2 g* * * 




3*,** 


Los Angeles 


280* 


32 


68 


32 


Atlanta 


242 * ** 


72* ** 


20 * * * 




4 * ** 


Cleveland 


265*,** 


40 * ** 


54 * ** 


17* ** 


District of Columbia 


241 * ** 


73 * ** 


27 * ** 




4 * ** 


Atlanta 


* 


t 


t 


t 


Los Angeles 


239 * ** 


71** 


29 ** 




7 




Hispanic 




Asian/Pacific Islander 




Percentage of students 




Percentage of students 




Average 




At or 


At or 




Average 




At or 




At or 




scale 


Below 


above 


above 




scale 


Below 


above 




above 


District 


score 


Basic 


Basic Proficient 


District 


score 


Basic 


Basic 


Proficient 


Nation 


261* 


50* 


50* 


13* 


Nation 


294* 


19* 


81* 




46* 


Large central city 


258** 


54** 


40** 


11 ** 


Large central city 


289** 


24 * * 


76** 




40** 


Austin 


267* ** 


44* 


56* 


17* 


Boston 


309*,** 


8 * 


92* 




01 * ** 


Houston 


265*,** 


44* 


56* 


12 


Houston 


299 


15 


85 




55 


Chicago 


263* 


48* 


52* 


11 


New York City 


295 


21 


79 




50 


Charlotte 


262 


47 


53 


15 


Chicago 


292 


17 


83 




38 


Boston 


261 


49 


51 


12 


Los Angeles 


291 


18 


82 




43 


New York City 


259 


53 


47 


12 


San Diego 


282** 


26 


74 




31** 


San Diego 


258 


51 


49 


11 


Atlanta 


t 


t 


i 




t 


District of Columbia 


252** 


61 


39 


9 


Austin 


t 


t 


* 




t 


Cleveland 


251 


67** 


33** 


7 


Charlotte 


t 


t 


* 




t 


Los Angeles 


245* ** 


00 * * * 


32* * * 


0 * * * 


Cleveland 


t 


t 


t 




t 


Atlanta 


* 


t 


t 


t 


District of Columbia 


t 


i 


t 




t 



t Reporting standards not met. 

* Significantly different from large central city public schools. 

** Significantly different from nation (public schools). 

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Results are not shown for students whose race/ethnicity was “American Indian/Alaska Native” or “unclassified.” 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2005 Trial Urban District 
Mathematics Assessment. 
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Trial Urban District Assessment 



District Mathematics Results by Eligibility for Free/Reduced-Price 
School Lunch: Grade 4 



An indicator of a student’s socioeconomic 
status is whether or not that student is 
eligible for free or reduced-price lunch 
under the National School Lunch 
Program (NSLP). Children from families 
wi tli incomes at or below 130 percent of 
the poverty level are eligible for free meals 



under the NSLP Those with incomes 
between 130 percent and 185 percent of 
the poverty level are eligible for reduced- 
price meals. (For the period July 1, 2004, 
through June 30, 2005, for a family of 
four 130 percent of the poverty level was 
$24,505, and 185 percent was $34,873.) 




0 KEY FINDINGS 

GRADE 4 



► Compared to students 
eligible for free/reduced- 
price lunch in large central 
city schools... 



Table 5. Average scale scores and achievement-level results in mathematics, by eligibility for 
free/reduced-price school lunch, grade 4 public schools: By urban district, 2005 









Percentage of students 


District 


Percentage of 
all students 


Average 
scale score 


Below 

Basic 


At or above 
Basic 


At or above 
Proficient 


Eligible 

Nation 


46* 


225* 


33* 


67* 


19* 


Large central city 


71** 


221** 


40** 


60** 


15** 


Austin 


02* * * 


232* ** 


23* ** 


77* ** 


23* 


Charlotte 


44* 


230* ** 


25* ** 


75* ** 


20* 


Houston 


7 g* ** 


223* ** 


27* ** 


73* ** 


18 


New York City 


84* ** 


223* ** 


30* 


70* 


22* 


Boston 


g4* ** 


227* ** 


29* * * 


71* ** 


19* 


San Diego 


04* ** 


225* 


34* 


66* 


19 


Cleveland 


100*,** 


220** 


39** 


61** 


13** 


Los Angeles 


g0* * * 


2i0* ** 


47* ** 


53* ** 


13* ** 


Atlanta 


70* ** 


213* ** 


62* ** 


4g* * * 


6* * * 


Chicago 


g7* ** 


2i2* ** 


62* ** 


4g* ** 


g* * * 


District of Columbia 


70* ** 


206*,** 


62* * * 


3g* * * 


5* ** 


Not eligible 

Nation 


52* 


248* 


10* 


90* 


50* 


Large central city 


27* * 


246** 


14** 


86** 


47** 


Austin 


37* ** 


260* ** 


2* * * 


gg* * * 


7Q* ** 


Charlotte 


55* 


256*,** 


6* * * 


g4* ** 


63* ** 


Houston 


22 * * * 


251 


9* 


91* 


55 


Los Angeles 


14* ** 


248 


12 


88 


51 


Atlanta 


23* * * 


247 


16** 


84** 


49 


San Diego 


30* * * 


246 


11 


89 


47 


Boston 


13* ** 


244 


14 


86 


45 


New York City 


10* ** 


243 


13 


87 


42 


Chicago 


13* ** 


237* ** 


22** 


78** 


40 


District of Columbia 


22 * * * 


229* ** 


32* * * 


0g* * * 


27* ** 


Cleveland 


0 


t 


t 


t 


t 



f Not applicable. In Cleveland, all students were categorized as eligible for free/reduced-price school lunch. 

* Significantly different from large central city public schools. 

** Significantly different from nation (public schools). 

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Results are not shown for students whose eligibility status for free/ reduced-price lunch 
was not available; percentages in this category ranged from 0 to 2 percent. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2005 Trial Urban District Mathematics Assessment. 



eligible students in Austin, 
Boston, Charlotte, Houston, 
New York City, and San Diego 
had higher average scores and 
higher percentages performing 
at or above Basic. 

eligible students in Atlanta, 
Chicago, the District of 
Columbia, and Los Angeles 
had lower average scores and 
lower percentages performing 
at or above Basic. 



GRADE 8 



► Compared to students 
eligible for free/reduced- 
price lunch in large central 
city schools... 

eligible students in Austin, 
Boston, Charlotte, Houston, 
and New York City had higher 
average scores. 

eligible students in Austin, 
Boston, Charlotte, Houston, 
New York City, and San Diego 
had higher percentages 
performing at or above Basic. 

eligible students in Atlanta, 
Cleveland, the District of 
Columbia, and Los Angeles 
had lower average scores and 
lower percentages performing 
at or above Basic. 
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Average mathematics scale scores and achievement- 
level results by students’ eligibility for free/reduced-price 
school lunch are shown in table 5 for grade 4 and in table 
6 for grade 8. Districts are rank-ordered by average scale 
score within die “eligible” and “not eligible” categories. 



For comparison purposes, data are also provided for the 
nation and for large central cities. At grades 4 and 8, all 
districts except Austin, Charlotte, and San Diego had 
higher percentages of eligible students than did large 
central cities. 



Table 6. Average scale scores and achievement-level results in mathematics, by eligibility for 
free/reduced-price school lunch, grade 8 public schools: By urban district, 2005 









Percentage of students 


District 


Percentage of 
all students 


Average 
scale score 


Below 

Basic 


At or above 
Basic 


At or above 
Proficient 


Eligible 

Nation 


39* 


261* 


49* 


51* 


13* 


Large central city 


02** 


256** 


57** 


43** 


11** 


Boston 


74* ** 


264* 


47* 


53* 


17* 


New York City 


84*,** 


264* 


49* 


51* 


18* 


Houston 


70*,** 


262* 


47* 


53* 


10** 


Austin 


50*,** 


261* 


51* 


49* 


13 


Charlotte 


45*,** 


261* 


49* 


51* 


12 


San Diego 


55*** 


258 


51* 


49* 


10 


Chicago 


81*,** 


254** 


60** 


40** 


g* * * 


Cleveland 


100 


249* ** 


66* * * 


34* ** 


6* * * 


Los Angeles 


77* ** 


245* ** 


6g* * * 


32* ** 


6* * * 


District of Columbia 


72* ** 


241 * ** 


74* ** 


26* * * 


4* ** 


Atlanta 


78*,** 


240* ** 


74* ** 


26* ** 


3* * * 


Not eligible 
Nation 


59* 


288* 


21* 


79* 


39* 


Large central city 


35** 


282** 


29** 


71** 


34** 


Cleveland 


0 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Austin 


49* ** 


301*,** 


12* ** 


gg* ** 


54* ** 


Charlotte 


54* ** 


297* ** 


16* ** 


34* ** 


51* ** 


Boston 


25* ** 


288 


27 


73 


41 


New York City 


12* ** 


286 


26 


74 


39 


San Diego 


45* ** 


285 


24 


76 


36 


Houston 


3Q* * * 


279** 


31** 


69** 


30** 


Chicago 


lg* ** 


275** 


35** 


65** 


27* * 


Los Angeles 


23* * * 


270* ** 


41* ** 


59* ** 


25* ** 


Atlanta 


ig* ** 


200* ** 


4g* ** 


52* ** 


22 * * * 


District of Columbia 


25* ** 


26i* ** 


54* ** 


46* ** 


16* ** 



t Not applicable. In Cleveland, all students were categorized as eligible for free/reduced-price school lunch. 

* Significantly different from large central city public schools. 

** Significantly different from nation (public schools). 

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Results are not shown for students whose eligibility status for free/ reduced-price lunch 
was not available; percentages in this category ranged from 0 to 4 percent. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2005 Trial Urban District Mathematics Assessment. 
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District Mathematics Results by Gender: Grades 4 and 8 



The percentages of male and female stu- 
dents, their average scale scores, and the 
percentages performing below Basic, at or 
above Basic, and at or above Proficient are 
presented by district in table 7 for grade 4 



and in table 8 for grade 8. At both grades 
4 and 8, there were no significant differ- 
ences between the average scores of male 
and female students within any of the 
districts in 2005. 



Table 7. Average scale scores and achievement-level results in mathematics, by gender, grade 4 
public schools: By urban district, 2005 



Percentage of students 



District 


Percentage 
of all students 


Average 
scale score 


Below 

Basic 


At or above 
Basic 


At or above 
Proficient 


Nation 


Male 


51 


238* 


20 * 


80* 


37* 


Female 


49 


236* 


21 * 


79* 


33* 


Large central city 


Male 


51 


229** 


32** 


68 ** 


20 ** 


Female 


49 


227 ** 


33** 


67** 


23 ** 


Atlanta 


Male 


51 


222 * ** 


42* ** 


58*,** 


13* ** 


Female 


49 


2 ig* ** 


45 * ** 


55 *,** 


15* ** 


Austin 


Male 


49 


242 * ** 


15* ** 


85*,** 


41* 


Female 


51 


242 * ** 


14* ** 


30* ** 


3g* * * 


Boston 


Male 


53 


228** 


2 g** 


71** 


23 ** 


Female 


47 


230 * ** 


25* 


75* 


22 ** 


Charlotte 


Male 


50 


244 * ** 


15* ** 


85*,** 


43* 


Female 


50 


245 * ** 


14* ** 


30* ** 


45 * ** 


Chicago 


Male 


53 


** 


47 * ** 


53* ** 


15* ** 


Female 


47 


214* ** 


50*,** 


50*,** 


11 * ** 


Cleveland 


Male 


52 


220 * ** 


41* ** 


59* ** 


14* ** 


Female 


48 


220 * ** 


38** 


02 ** 


12 * ** 


District of Columbia 


Male 


49 


2 i 2 * ** 


56*,** 


44 * ** 


11 * ** 


Female 


51 


2 n* ** 


55 *** 


45 * ** 


g* * * 


Houston 


Male 


48 


234 * ** 


22 * 


78* 


23 ** 


Female 


52 


232 * ** 


23* 


77* 


24 ** 


Los Angeles 


Male 


48 


222 * ** 


40* ** 


00 * * * 


2 i* ** 


Female 


52 


2 ig* ** 


44 * ** 


56*,** 


10 * ** 


New York City 


Male 


50 


232 * ** 


20 * ** 


74 * ** 


23 ** 


Female 


50 


22 g* ** 


2 g* ** 


72* ** 


23 ** 


San Diego 


Male 


48 


234 * ** 


25* 


75* 


31** 


Female 


52 


231 * ** 


27 * ** 


73 * ** 


27 * ** 



* Significantly different from large central city public schools. 

** Significantly different from nation (public schools). 

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2005 Trial Urban District Mathematics Assessment. 






► Compared to students of the 
same gender in large central 
city schools... 



male students in Austin, 
Charlotte, Houston, New York 
City, and San Diego had 
higher average scores and 
higher percentages performing 
at or above Basic, male 
students in all other districts, 
except for Boston, performed 
lower on both measures. 



female students in Austin, 
Boston, Charlotte, Houston, 
New York City, and San Diego 
had higher average scores; 
female students in all other 
districts scored lower. 



GRADE 8 



► Compared to students of the 
same gender in large central 
city schools... 

male students in Austin and 
Charlotte had higher average 
scores and higher percentages 
performing at or above Basic; 
male students in Atlanta, 
Chicago, Cleveland, the 
District of Columbia, and Los 
Angeles performed lower on 
both measures. 

female students in Austin, 
Boston, Charlotte, and San 
Diego had higher average 
scores and higher percentages 
performing at or above Basic; 
female students in Atlanta, 
Chicago, Cleveland, the 
District of Columbia, and Los 
Angeles performed lower on 
both measures. 
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Table 8. Average scale scores and achievement-level results in mathematics, by gender, grade 8 public schools: 
By urban district, 2005 



District 


Percentage 
of all students 


Average 
scale score 


Below 

Basic 


Percentage of students 

At or above 
Basic 


At or above 
Proficient 


Nation 


Male 


51* 


278* 


32* 


68 * 


30* 


Female 


49* 


277* 


33* 


67* 


27* 


Large central city 


Male 


49** 


266** 


46** 


54** 


20 ** 


Female 


51** 


264** 


48** 


52** 


18** 


Atlanta 


Male 


48 


244 * ** 


70*,** 


30*,** 


7* ** 


Female 


52 


246*,** 


68 *,** 


32* ** 


7* ** 


Austin 


Male 


47 


282* 


32* 


68 * 


34* 


Female 


53 


279* 


32* 


68 * 


32*,** 


Boston 


Male 


50 


267** 


45** 


55** 


20 ** 


Female 


50 


272* ** 


39*,** 


61*,** 


25* 


Charlotte 


Male 


51 


279* 


34* 


66 * 


32* 


Female 


49 


282*,** 


29* 


71* 


34*,** 


Chicago 


Male 


48 


258*,** 


54*,** 


40 * ** 


12 *,** 


Female 


52 


258*,** 


56*,** 


44 * ** 


10 *,** 


Cleveland 


Male 


48 


249*,** 


66 *,** 


34*,** 


0 * ** 


Female 


52 


249*,** 


65*,** 


35*,** 


7* ** 


District of Columbia 


Male 


47 


246*,** 


68 *,** 


32*,** 


7* ** 


Female 


53 


245*,** 


71* ** 


29 * ** 


0 * * * 


Houston 


Male 


50 


267** 


42** 


58** 


16*,** 


Female 


50 


267** 


43** 


57** 


!7** 


Los Angeles 


Male 


49 


252*,** 


61*,** 


39*,** 


12 *,** 


Female 


51 


249*,** 


04 * ** 


36*,** 


g* * * 


New York City 


Male 


50 


265** 


47** 


53** 


19** 


Female 


50 


268** 


45** 


55** 


21 


San Diego 


Male 


50 


268** 


41** 


59** 


2 i*» 


Female 


50 


272* ** 


37* 


63* 


23* 



* Significantly different from large central city public schools. 

** Significantly different from nation (public schools). 

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2005 Trial Urban District 
Mathematics Assessment. 
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Changes in Performance 

Of die 1 1 urban districts with assessment 
results for 2005, ten have comparison 
data from the 2003 assessment (Austin 
first participated in 2005). The vertical 
bars in figure 2 represent the average scale 
scores for grade 4 in 2003 and 2005 for 
public schools in the nation, in large cen- 
tral cities, and in each of the participating 
districts. An asterisk below the score in 
2003 indicates that it is statistically differ- 
ent from the corresponding average score 
in 2005. 



Table 9 presents the achievement-level 
results for each of the assessment years 
by district for grade 4. Percentages for 
2003 that are statistically different from 
the corresponding percentage in 2005 are 
marked with an asterisk (*). 

On page 14, figure 3 shows the aver- 
age scale scores across years by district for 
grade 8. Table 10 displays the achieve- 
ment-level results by district for 2003 and 
2005 for grade 8. 




0 KEY FINDINGS 

GRADE 4 



► Between 2003 and 2005, 
average scores increased in 
8 of the 10 urban districts 
that participated in both 
years: Atlanta, Boston, 
Cleveland, the District of 
Columbia, Houston, Los 
Angeles, New York City, and 
San Diego. 



► The same 8 districts showed 
increases in the percentages 
of students performing at or 
above Basic. 



► Boston, the District of 
Columbia, Houston, Los 
Angeles, New York City, and 
San Diego showed increases 
in the percentages of 
students performing at or 
above Proficient. 



GRADE 8 (page 14) 



► Between 2003 and 2005, 
average scores increased in 
4 of the 10 urban districts 
that participated in both 
years: Boston, Houston, Los 
Angeles, and San Diego. 

► The same 4 districts showed 
increases in the percentages 
of students performing at or 
above Basic and at or above 
Proficient. 



For More Information... 

More information on average scores and achievement-level results for a particular district or student group is 
available at http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/naepdata . This interactive site provides a data tool for ex- 
ploring results and calculating the statistical significance of differences. 






